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APPENDIX A: RECONNAISSANCE SURVEY RESULTS 
 
 
The reconnaissance fieldwork conducted for this project was intended to serve two purposes. First, it was to 
identify some of the resources that were potentially eligible for inclusion in the agricultural tenancy historic 
context. Second, it was to provide some idea of the rate of survival for tenant farm properties in the study 
hundreds, As the methodology section describes below, the field work was successful in both of these tasks, 
but only in relation to those resources that were associated with tenancy in 1860.  
 
 
Methodology  
The first step in the process was to develop a list of property owners' names from the 868 Beers' Atlas and the 
1860/61 tax assessments for the study hundreds. In every case where a name on the map matched a name on 
the tax assessment, the site was marked on a copy of Beers' Atlas. These maps were taken to the Bureau of 
Archaeology and Historic 'reservation for comparison with spa maps marked with Cultural Resource Survey 
Inventory .umbers. In, each case where a marked site from Beers' Atlas matched a CRS number, the site was 
identified on a set of USGS quad maps. In some cases, although no site had been inventoried, the USGS map 
indicated some buildings at a location matching a marked site on beers' Atlas. These sites were also marked for 
field survey.  
Second, the USGS maps, copies of Beers' Atlas, and the tax assessment descriptions were taken out into the 
field. Each site marked on the USGS map was located and the buildings on the site were compared to the 
description in the tax assessment. In many cases, :the historic structures were clearly no longer standing. In 
other cases, they had been so heavily altered that it was extremely difficult to determine if any part of the 
structure matched the tax assessment description. When a clear match was identified between the description 
and the standing structure, this was noted along with information identifying the historic owner, tenant, and if 
possible, the associative and/or physical property types related to the resource. In some cases, property owners 
held more than one tenant farm with buildings of similar description (i.e., two-story frame dwelling) and while 
it was clear that the identified site matched one of the landowner's properties, we could not identify the exact 
tenant without further research.  
 
Results  
In Little Creek and Kenton hundreds, the 1860 tax assessment listed 115 tenant farms. Preparation for the field 
work identified 77 potential sites; 38 of those resources were determined potentially eligible for inclusion in 
the agricultural tenancy historic context. This represents a tenant farm survival rate from 1860 of 33%. In 
North and South Murderkill hundreds, the 1860 tax assessment listed 207 tenant farms. Preliminary research 
prior to the  
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field work located 124 potential sites; some 65 resources were determined potentially eligible for inclusion in 
the context. The survival rate for tenant farms from 1860 in Murderkill was slightly lower than in Little Creek-
-only 31%.  
The following table lists all of the sites in Little Creek/Kenton Hundred and North/South Murderkill Hundred 
that were considered in the field survey and the results of our examination. In the first column is the Cultural 
Resource Survey number; if there is no number, the site is one of those identified by a match between Beers' 
Atlas and buildings marked on the USGS quad map. The second column contains the name of the owner as it 
appears on the 1860/61 tax assessment. The third column identifies the tenant who occupied the property in 
1860. The fourth column indicates whether the property possesses integrity in relationship to the historic 
context of agricultural tenancy. Very simply, this column indicates whether or not the property matches the tax 
assessment description for a particular tenant property; in some cases, the words "possible" or "unknown" 
indicate that we could not reach a definite conclusion. It is important to note that we were determining 
integrity, primarily in relationship to the evaluation criteria for this context. While some properties may be 
marked "ineligible" for this context, they may very well be eligible under a different one and should not be 
automatically considered ineligible for any National Register nomination. Some of those marked "ineligible" 
may also turn out to be eligible under the tenancy context at a different point in time--our field work and 
evaluation dealt only with the occupation of the farm in 1860. The fifth column gives, in those cases that are 
potentially eligible for the context, a preliminary identification of the physical or associative property type to 
which this resource would most likely be related. The last column indicates whether or not the structure(s) 
retain the minimum level of architectural integrity required for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places. In most cases we were unable to view the interiors of the buildings and in other cases, the buildings 
were too far from the road to make an accurate evaluation of architectural integrity. For this reason, many of 
the resources indicate "maybe" or "unknown" in this column.  
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